S

m-—\“-n“-ﬂmuﬂ-ﬂ- = 4-.’---' s

W
’I ke Ai(hlﬁ.cn‘ To

bl

}incf Santa Fe

T S S W -----AI-

—— e g gy o — -

peka

-..'trf =

-“n-ﬁ-

Jetween San Francisco and Chicaro
Viag Albuquerque, and KansasGCity, . '

Sneed Comfortand Elemance

Pullman’. 2ndi Dining
" Passingithrough the Gra

F WiPrince, Agent. Eﬁrﬂarket St. San Francls o Cal

¢ -

|

Service Unsurpassed.
ndest Scenery of the West

-

mmm--u" e

A

| a mortgaze on the same premises for

m_..‘_‘h Wt . el --Lv--a-

T g\ A g -

e s <2 e g v -

cmmm

-"n'-v-L—-— y

o ——

..BUPRENME COURT DECISION.

N THE SWPREME COURT OF THE
STATE OF NEVADA. -

tosan Guiling, Execturix, and Charles
. Guiling, “Execrytor of the Estate of

vsMartin: Guiting, idecéased, - =

.nwm

gLy’ mﬂwh

Messrs Goodman and Webb, Boﬂe and
Parker, . Attorneys for Respondent.
Messrs Cheeney and Massey, Attor
nm for Appellant.
4" “OPINION

s Sy

are admitted to have been the owners
at that time, executed to B. 1. Stein-
man and C. H.-Cummings as trustees,
.2 trust deed for certaln property near

promiscry note of the same date giv-
on by the Pollocks and Poweil  to
Farmers and Mechanics Savings Bank
ef Sacramento for $5,000 and interest.
This deed directed the trustees in
case of default in payment, to seil
thé propegty at Saciamento after giv-
'ing notice, to apply the proceeds in
aatisfaction of the note and costs of
sale and to pay any excess lo the
grantors.

Cu Avgast 31, 1805, the Pollocks
and Powell executed to Martin Gulling

$2,082.60, and interest thereon trom
that daie at eight per cent per annum,
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: The best of liquid refreshments always on tap, Including imported @
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Our{Meats are the best, if you are not T T e

satisfied with the place you are trading °

call on usmOur motto is “The: Best.” -

A pleased patron means a steady cuswomer o
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IN -THE DISTRICT. COURT OF THE
FARST JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF
THE STATE OF NEVADA,
in and for.the County. of Ormsby.

Marion W. Bulkley, " Plalntiff
i< Y o ) e ! 40 L)
Jo-pn W. ﬂmnkuy. Defendant, |
sly Yeanw 143 -h———— 'I

Aqtion bmu;ht in the District Cmnt
lof the First Judicial District of the;
State of Nevada, Ormsby County, and ;
the complaint filed in the said county,
'in the office of the Clerk of said Di!—
triet Court on the 2d day of Dece-ber
A. D. 1905.. ‘

THE STATE .OF NHVAD.A SENDS

GREETING TO &

JOSEPH W. BULEKLEY
A ... Defendant.

roul are hmbx raqnlred to appear
in an' action’ brought npil-t you LYy
the abovs named Plaintiff, in'the Dis
tnct Court of the hrst Judicisl Dis-
trict of the State of Nevada Ormsby
County, and answer complaint filed

therein within ten days (exclusive of |

the day of service) after the service
on you of this Summons Is served .a
said county, or i served out of said
County, but within thé District, twe:-
ty days. in all oﬂ:er cases forty days,
or judgment by default will be taken !

against you according to the pravor'

of said complaint.

The said action is brought to obtain
the julzment and decrge of this court’
that thé bonds cf matrimony hereio-
fore and now existing and uniting yon
and said plaintiff to be forever annu-
led and dissolved upon the ground that'
at divers times and piaces since said
&mrringe you have commntqd aduitry
‘with one Kate Cottrell, and particular-|

‘%y that from about the $th day of Ju19;

to..and lnclnding, the, 13ug day

o June, 1900, &t the Cha.ring Crose |

Hotel in the city. of London, Eng-
land, you'lived’ m‘ eon.hued vith
said Kate Cottrell. - -

All of which more fully gppuu

bywmpldloulhdwwwhk:h N

Qou are hereby referred.t

Andmmhambrmtlﬂeﬂthuit'-

?on fail to answer the Cmnphlnt. “he

Eat&maﬁg

Ndtice of App‘“ﬂtlon for Permission
to Appropriate the Puimc Waters of
tllq 8tlh of Nm

'.\1 P "

Noﬂoe bm‘t Im that o the. plaint: thereln.” In- this answer e | ne jud t effective in quieting th
I | it od the ity of i clum. of | he julgment o o I SMtIRE e

1ith 'day of Sept.,’

cq
ILVI, of .the
£ ST

\mx and su&gﬁiz'

be made from AsSh C‘.'n:el ‘creek at’

ja M N B % % of section
10 l&mn»n : eans of § dam

and h I:e and Iro cubic feet per

is o be ceaveyed to points
l{dnw.at 8 W % ef section 11,
'l'li!!k’l’l‘.’ by means of a flume:
and- pipeand - m-oi_h @genemate
electrical power. The construction
of said works shall begin before June
1, 1906, and shall be completed omn ~r
before Juile' T, 1907.%°The water shali
be actually applled bt beneficial use
o mjﬁm Jm . A908. |

% *.Y THURTELL, :
State Enginoer
G "

SCHOOL APPORTIONMENT. !
STATE OF NEVADA,

Department of Education,
Office of Superintendent of Public In-
struction,. |

Carson City, Nevada, July 11, 1605
To the School Officers of Nevada:
Folowing is a statement of the sec
lond semi-annual apportionmen t . of
Schoo]l Moneys for 1905, on the basis
of $6.990202 per cemsus child:

Counties “children = Amt.

Churehill ......... +-135 $ 943 68

Douglass ......... ,--317 2215 # |
Kike ....... veeeeen 1120 7829 O3
Esmeralda ........ 217 1518 4§
FUTeKS . ..cuovass « .88 2719 3o
|Humboldt ........ . 1) .

Lander .......c....ies 818 3

/| Lincola ...... vem s il 2088 -
|Lyom ......... cieiree 8BF
N’. ------ tesswnn .a-.l.' *
OrMERY -....oiiiesde ' . 5

Storey .......... -

‘said "Plaintiff EIDJ?

! On February 23, 184/ the Pollocks and
| Powell conveyed their interest in the
| property to Washoe County Bank for

| Mechanics - Bank. _might. obfain,

% | bave been

which is sought to be foreclosed in
this action and which specified th:=f
it was given subject to the trust deed.

a stated consideration of $14,000.00,
which comprised the amount of $8,.- |
800, estimated to be due to the Farm-'
ers and Mechanics Bank of Sacram-
ento on the note secured by the trust
deed and $5,200 due from the Pollocks
and Powell to the Washoe County
Bank on unsecured notes which were
surrendered to them. On February
26, 1897, the Farmers' and Mechanics’
Savingz Bank commenced suit to r&-
cover the amount due on its note stat-
ed at $8,639.73, and for a forclosure of
the trust deed and sale to satisfy that
amount against the Pollocks, Poweil,
Thomas E. Haydor, Henry Andéfsen,
John Doe, Richard Roe, Michael Doe,
B. U. Steinman and ¢. H. Cummngs
Neither Martin Gulling nor the Wash-
oe County Bank were mamed as par-
ties in fhe complaint, but both were
served with summons under the ficti-
cious designations of defendants who
were alleged to have some title, claim

or interest which was second and sub-
ordlmte to the right of the Farmers’
and Mechanics Bank arising from the
trust deed. On March 8, 1897 Martin

- On March: 1, 1893, James mukl
his wife Delia and Daniel Powell, whol

Reno_to secure the payment- of A ! and found. and declared that.the sale

— ——

Washoe . County Bank had succeeded
to the interest of plajntiff, thereupon
rested. That Mgrtin Guliing offerad
and -submitied evidence and proolr
and thqrmnn rested ar;' that BHenry
Ande:»>n, Washoe Cu..._ Bank ani
“the defndants and ex: b " them, hav-
ing submitted evidence r.ml progfs in
support -of the issues.made by them
in their answers, the case was sub-
mitted to the court”” The fair in-
ference from the language and irom
the fact that he was first to submit
proofs [is that he.introduced evidence
to support the allegativns of his ans-
wer which averred the execution and
non-payment of his mortgage, but that
he: did> not offer any in relation to

matter which mm
lege against a co-defendant m tlm
no answer or reply thereto is require:
it"would still oe a, prec>-
dent, which we would be reluctant to
eshbllnh to hold that the statute de-
nies for a co<lefendant facts not al-
iered against him but stated im the
answer. of ancther defendant to the
ompiaint, or that an issue would ne
isod against a co-defendant by thf-
mere filing without service of an ana-
wer-containing mnew matter alleged
against the complaint of the plaintiil.
I'he answer of Washce County Bank
in the former suit not having been
served upon Gulling, and he having
dled no demurrer, answer or reply to

other facts alleged in the answer of
Washoe County Bank, The findings
and deecree in that action disposed uf
the claims of these other deféndants

and deed made by the frustees was in
acccridance with the terms of the
trust deed and that by such sale and
deed all the interest ... the property
was conveyed to Washoe County Bank
clear of Gulling's mortgage, and that
the latier was entitied to a judgmeat
against the Pollocks and Powell for
tue amount dvue on his note but not
to a degree of foreclosure. The find-
ings recite that “defendant Gulling
was made a party 1o the action and
was duly served with process therein,
and in due time filed his answer to
plaintiffi's complaint,’ but it does not
appear that there was any other ser-
vice upon lilm, or issue made that
rendered him liable beyond the alle-
gations and demands of the complaint,
orthat would cut off his right by reason
of the sale by the trustees which did
not take place until after he had filed
his answer. The court 1ound in both
actions that $8.800.00, estimated to
be tue amount due tue _armers' and
Mechanies' Bank and notes held by
“Wasghoe County .ank against the
Pollocks and Powe. for $5,200.00 un-
secured after the execution of the
mortgage to Gulling, consituted the
consideration expressea at $14.000.09
for the deed from them to Washoe
County Bank, and that the property
was worta about that sum at the date
of the trustees’ sale anu the time of
the trial.

A blank space in the decree in the
first action for judgment in the
amount owing by the Pollocks and
Powell to Gulling on his note and
mortgage remains unfilled. The case
now before the Court was brought by
Martin Gulling on June 9, 1902 against
Washoe County Bank as grantee 1o
foreelose hiz mortgage so executed
on the premises by the Pollocks and
Powell before they deeded to defend-
ant, and is now prosecuted by the rep-
resentatives _of his estate. The de-

Gulling filed an'answer in that action

in which the name of Washoe Counly | cjaimg that by it Guiling was, and his

Bank' is-not meationed in the titla,

¥y Or Prayer.
allegations were
to summons therein issued and served
‘wpor  him' ‘and - answering the com-

the Farmers and Mechahics Sav-
fngs Bank -undef the trust decd,
‘thereby avoiding any .| real issue

with the plaintift, . but he allegad
tne execution of the m e to him
by the PoMocks and suwell, that other

M1lﬂﬂ he aakew for iudpnenz
‘againgt the, morgagora, for principal,
interest and attorney feés, for the

be”apptied: first te the satisfaction of
any: Judgmeat- which Farmens’ ud

second to the payment of any jud;—
ment he might recover, that he have
executionfor any deficiency against th?
Follocks: and - Powell, and .that they,
1pomas F. Haydon, Henry Anderson,
B..U. Steinman and C. H. Cummings
and all persons claiming:-under them
subsequent to the execution- of. his
mortgage ‘be barred.and. I:nrecl.ooed of
all . right, claim or equity. re-
demption.

On ‘March 20, 1897, twelve aays after
' Gulling filed his answer, Steinman and
Cummings, acting as trustees and af-
ter notice given, sold the property At
the court house |oor at Sacramen‘o
to the Washoe County Bank fo# 9,100
the amount due 'the sarmera’ and
Mechanics Bank oa the note secured
by the trust deed and the sum esti-
mated for costs. Over four months
later and on July -., 1897, Washoe
County Bank filed its answer without
naming Gulling in tn. title and pre-
faced its, averments with the  recital
i..at “as required by summons ‘served
on said Bank and answering ' sald
summons and toe complaint filed n
‘said- action” it made its aunegatigas
getting out the execution o. the trust
deed, the sale thereunder and the
deeds from Steinman and Cummings

t stated that 1'S } o¢ a1l right to proceed against Washoe
“{3‘!3 “in obedienze } county Bank. The district court was

usual detree of sale, that the proceeds !

' founded on the answer of the Washoe

ad trustees and front the Pollocks ani
Powell to Washoe' County Bank. These
facts, and .they comtrolied the court
later in its dee.l.pﬂll in ‘that “case. do
not purport to be stated against Gull-
ing. But directly after their state-
ment as so alleged in answer to the
pomplaint, follows an .allegation in the
nature of a conclusion of. law,
“that the equities of all the other ue-
fendants, including Gulling, were fore-
nln-ed-.mlrhan*ad" and a demand for
a decree accordingly against them and
L the plaintiff., This answer does not
innnypaﬂotltpnrmrttomm-m
a ‘cross compiaint or in terms as
against Gulling+thhe sale under’ the
trust leed by the trustees to Washoe
County Bank, nor does it appear ‘o
served upon him. He uled

g .m.m

%ﬁdw&o Jte

!homord

tﬁbdd
ppeared by
in person. It is

Haydon
"htu!hh.n findings that the plainti¥
bafore -the hearing made and

f

fendant pleada ay way of estoppel,
the judgment in the former dction and

execuntors are barred. and :foreclosed

of the opinion that in the ‘earlier suit
it did not -have jurisdiction to make

title of appeallant . against Gulling,
and it has now entered a decree of
foreclosure and sale ta aatisfy his
mortgage, from which this appeal is
taken.

The important questions under the
;ecord and elaborats “&nd 'interesting
riefs are whether ers o
lating to the umuuw ermin-
ed in the former actiem W withiu
the issues as betwaed Galdag awd
appeliant, and if they _wers not,
whether he waived' the framing ' of
issues - s6 that- he Yecawse ‘bound by

the decree. The facta stated (n:the|peal - apd the pcage.repts: upon; them
 complaint of Farmers and Mechanics jand nof npom, ptioms, l.nd the
Savings Hank avering the execution [burden of’ es g estoppel Is up-
of the trust d¢ell ‘wene mot demied: by |om the 4 r.luynd'mm

any of -tha parties:. The.stainte, =t
least in favor of the plaintiff, rais>d
denials of the facts alleged in Gul-
ling’s answer. TRkess were in' regard
to: the execution aml‘l:on py:l:nt of
his.. morigage, net ta to
the trustees Jn.?:‘ which place
after his answer had beea flled, and,
therefore, if any issue existed re-
garding this sale it must have been

County -Bank. On...s oehalf it 18
urged that the answers of Gulling
and the Bank made a direct issue of
his right to have the property said
*to pay his debts, but this ia dealing
with conclusions and not with facts
upon which issues are based. Gulling
did not raise any issue regarding th=2
trustees sale for his only answer was
filad before the sale and before the
answer of the Washoe County Bank
in which it was alleged, and did not
mention the name of the latter.

On behalf of appellant it is urged
that the only pleadings provided or al-
lowed by the Practice Act for the al-
legation of facts are a complaint by
the plaintiff and an answer by a de-
fendant, and that in determining the
rights of co-defendants between them
selves an answer is the only pleadiag
permissable and that its allegations
m deemed denied by statute, when
it states a cause of action against &
ctdefendant the same as if.it relates
new matter against a plaintiff.  For

spondent a different view is taken
and it is claimed thu‘- under Rose v.
Treadway, 4 Nev, ‘460, and othar
cases cited, -that ‘ordinarily the de-
fendants in an action are not as oe-
tween themselves adversary parties,
that they become such only when one
files a“ pleading in the nature of a
cross-complaint  seeking affirmative
relief against another, that when this
is domne they- lose l.’helr llbnﬂ;y a8
defmdmt- and for th

i PP

is’ n(
ed to all the
-'y including that
with, and of having in of
peeading to the crosscomplaint, and
that the statutes navigg failed (o
designate.the methods of pleading be-
een co-defendants equity practide

 the rights of the parties be concludeJ

Jndqnant. “The

b §

it, which would have been a waiver
of service, we feel constrained to held
that it- raised no' issne against him,
and if we concede for the purposes
here that denial by statute withom
any pleading in reply is sufficient bHo
*weaa co-defendants, ' such denial
nght not to become operative before
ervice, White v. Patton, 87 Cal. 151:
lements v. Davis, ™ Ind, 631, "o
“rid otherwise or establish a different
nractice, might cause [itiganig to suf
fer a great injustice. An answer tn
1 complaint ought to he served upm
tue plaintiff but if it is not he .m»

he expecting it, or to secure a (=
fault, he could not obtain judgmea:
without heing aware of it, and wou!d
not be likely to go to trial without
being prepared 1o meet the sttat.uh_w;i
denial in his behalf of any new mat-
ter it alleged. It is different betwe:sn
co-defendants, Usually their interests

‘elf; without bm liable furthey
T'hhhwdlllmlwthnﬂndln:
conclusion and direction of the cou
that Gulling have judgment against
he [Poliocka and Powell for the
amount due on his note and m

if the space left for this in thgMuig
ment has been niled, or if the courg§
has made a decrea of foreclosure 1%g
favor of Gulling, both would have been
void against the Pollocks and Powsll
for lack of service as Is the judgment
against tnem based on the trusteas
sale and it has been held that if jne
of the parties to a judgment is not
bound, the other is not. They had
hoen served by the Savings Bank
with  contplaint.or, summons seeking
the foreclosure of the trust deed and
filed a demurrer. For the purpose of
that complaini and w the extent of T8
demands they were in court or were
bound, but a iudgment against them
for the amount or foreclogure of the
Gulling note and mortgage, when they
had not been served with pleading or
process regerding these would have
been void. The court has jurisdiction
of the subject matter of all questions
involved in this litigation, but of the
parties no further than they presented

ings or process or walved service

iesmes. If a complaint and summons
on a demand for one thousand dollars
is served upon a defendant, a judg-
ment for ten thousand would be void,
Lbeecanse the district court would hava
iurisdietion over him 1o the extent
of only one thousand, while as far s

are not adverse, except to the plan.|
tiff, and one defendant may not x-
pect that another defendant will set
up a cause of action and seek a Jude-
ment against him, and if he does ne
should not be required to watch
court records as Gulling conld have
doné for over four months after his
answer was filed to ascertain whether
any of his coddefendants filed a cross-
complaint against him, in order that
answer was filed, to ascertain whether
he might be prepared to meet it. 'in-
til he is warnmed by service of the
pleading and demand or waives ser-
vice or issue, he ought not to he
bound by any judgment based upon it.
If the Farmers' and Mechanics' Sav-
ings Bank instead of the Washoe
County Bank had bought the properiy
at the trustees’ sale and relied upon
its purchase, necessarily it would have
plmded the fact by supplemental
complaint, and they would not have
been considered denied by Gulling'

answer to the original complaint, and
without. servicée upon or waiver ot
service by him, a valid judgment bas-
ed upon facts gecurring after he hal
been served with the or.ginal com-
plaint and filed his answer thereto,
could not have been taken by default
against him. In Mitchess v. Mitchel,
79 P. 50, 28 Nev., we set aside the
action of the district court whereby
it granted a plaintiff relief not d§2-
manded in the complaint served upon
the defendant. That was pursuant to
statute, but there is mo- more reason
for holding a defendant, liable on a
judgment based on a cross-complaint
or pleading of 'a collefendant without
service, than on one.resting on'a com-
plaint. of. & plainiiff- which has not
been. served. In neither ease should

tha

 without service or a waiver thi

It is said that servies of the mm-r
‘of the Washoe County. Bank will he
presumed, if neceasary tosupport the
judgment roll and
the' papers” fh the first ve-a
introduced o' 'the R )
broaght hegs in: s statement on ap’

or affidayvit. of : service 'was ' made it
should .be among those papars but none
appears and therefore we must con
clude that the answer wak not served.
The return of the Sheriff and recital

subject matter is concerned, it has
jurisdietion in any amount.
The facts were quite different and

|the principal involved distinguishable
| ‘n

Maples v. Geller, 1 Nev., £36.

The.e an answer which did not da-
| mand judgment upon new matter was
filed to the complaint bui not gerved.
The gquestion was not hetween co-de-

fendants. The court said that the
filing of the answer ®ave it jurisdie-
tion over the defendant. Stripped of
dicta that decision propertly defo~
mined that the filing of an answer
to the complaint without service pre-
vents a judgment for the plaintiif
by defanlt, While here we hold that
property rights cannot be lost or ad-
judicated upon an answer or pleading
by a defenaant seeking affirmative re
lief on new facts against a co-defend-
ant without service or an issue =r
waiver.

Questions are presented upon the
record in this case whéther or not,
under the provisions of the practice
act of this State, the answers filed
by Martin Gulling and the Washoe
County Bank in the suit instituted by
the Farmers' and Mechanics' Savings
Bank, in so far as they sought affir-
mative relief against co-defendants,
are answers as contemplated by our
statute, or whether they are in fact
equitable cross-bills. If the lattar,
whether or. pot, under the practice
act, they are permissiblé pleadings,
and further, if permlssible pleadings,
whether or not the dismissal of the.
plaintiff’'s compiaint would not re-
quire the dismissal of the entire pro-
ceeding. These questions, ‘however,
under the view we have taken of this
case are not deemed necessary
determined.

The judgment and order of the dis-
trict court are affirmed.

in the findings indicate tha. Gulling
was served with summons, and the
findings state that in due time he p-
peared and filed his answeér to the
complaint. Under these circumstan-
ces further service will not be pre-
. sumed, - Galpla v. Page, 18 Wall, 366.
Beyond that appellants answer in
the present case does not allege thit
the answer of Washoe County Bank
was served upon QGulling in the other
suit ; and is defective in this vital ve-
spect. Its allegations-follow the facts
disclosed by the record of the former
action which show gno service, nnd
it states the conclusion that by the
filing of the former answer ap issne
was raised against Gulling.

Numerous cases are cited by appel-
lant halding that by going to trial on
new matter alleged inthe answer with-
out a reply thereto, a reply Is waive:
even in states where the statute pro-
vides for one. If this be the rule or-
dinarily in actions between @
plaintif and defendant or where

by «cross complaint new mat
ter is alleged against a code-
fendant, and the latter appears

and introduces evidence in regard to it
the rule ought mot to apply to cascs
like the present one where the'two-
defendant is in court for other pur-
poses and the answer is in reply to
the complaint and does not state 'the
new facts as a cross-complaint or
cause of action against the co-defemd-
ant, is not served or replied to by him,
and he introduces no evidence con-
cerning it, and other parties partici-
pate in theé,rlnl There being no ser-
vice upon Gulling, no demurrer, 80%
wer, reply ar testimony by him im re-
}1ation the elolestatlo;: linntt:.
; oe County n i
% relation to the sale
the trustees which con-

trolled 'the court' and which are di-

.a

be fol It it be

for the argument that the siatute =
‘chl-ﬂbrsndllnt.dnhlm

st-the complaint and Bot;
%q are too slendert'a
th to sustain the judgment awm

Talbot, J.
I Concur:
Norcross, J.
I Dissent:
Fitzgetald, C. J.
F‘lled Nov 28, 1905.
Tidois O, ST X Doushu.
By J. W. Legate,

Deputy.
m
® MILLARD CATLIN, §
® 3 - 4
e Harliug,
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5 Freighting \
> Draying '
® Trunks and Bagyao-

: taken to and delivered a:

® all. trains. \
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ANNUAL STATEMENT
Of The State Life Insurance Comgpany
Indianapolis, Ind.

Capital (paid vp) ......... none
Assets (admitted) ...... 3,160,083 3
Liabilities, exclusive of caa'-

tal and net surplus 4615497 &

income
Premiums ............ 4046.90% 77
Other sourees ........ 197,125 01
Total income, 1504 ..... 2,024,032 78
Expenditures

LoSBes ..\ . v iirinnasias 300,902 69
Dividends .............. . 65,240 11
Other expenditureu 1,050,102 &

1904
Risks written ........ . 23,276,143 00
Premiums thereon ...... 805,648 06
Losses incured ......... 316,385 o0
Nevada Business.
Risks written .......... 10,000 YO
Premiums received ..... 2,852 43
Losses paid ......... % 5,000 00

J He.l‘ortbo\!m‘

" Tell your friends that the colemist
rates are golng Into effect March 1st,
1!05 and expire May, 15, ‘The
Wﬁmmmw 8t Leuts
o'm h' ‘a,. O'h

c}! Eu!nh., Sioux City.. ln.,M-
Neb., Kansas City, Me., Mineola; Tex-
s and Heusten Texas, $25.00. Rates

legating and demands had been
ed upoa him to the extent that he had apply te Main Line peints in Gadifer-
waived time or made other izsués him-‘nia and Ncul_l.

themselves or were served with p!h.L\
W
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